REMARKS 

Claims 1 and 3-13 are pending in the application. Claim 2 
has been cancelled. The above amendments address the specific 
points of rejection raised by the examiner as further explained 
below. It is requested that any other remaining informality, be 
held in abeyance until prosecution on the merits is completed. 

Claim Rejections -35 USC § 102 

Claims 1-3 were rejected and being anticipated by Brown 
(U.S. Pat. 780,776). Brown teaches the use of slotted apertures 
along a club face, but he does not teach the variation in 
stiffness of the spring members along the length of the spring 
members. Still further, Brown uses uniform bars, which do not 
have varying stiffness, and certainly not bars with reduced 
stiffness at the mid-portion of the bars. Accordingly, it cannot 
be said that Brown anticipates the pending claims. 

The examiner's position that Brown shows bars of lower 
stiffness at their mid-portion is simply unsupported by the Brown 
reference. The examiner provides no scientific support for the 
position that the mid-portion of the bars of Brown are of lower 
stiffness at their mid-portion. 

Accordingly, Brown is not the same invention and does not 
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anticipate the invention of amended claims 1 and 3 (claim 2 has 
been cancelled) . 

Still further, the examiner argues that the spring members 
have varying stiffness along their lengths. There is no support 
for this position on FIGS. 1 and 3 of Brown. 

Claim Rejections -35 USC §103 

Claims 4, 5, 10 and 13 have been rejected as being obvious 
under Brown in view of Beale (U.S. Pat No. 890,836) . Beale uses 
an insert to support a club face that is made up of wires that 
are in line contact with one another. 

As stated above, Brown provides no support for the varying 
stiffness, much less the reduction in stiffness by reduction in 
cross section of the spring members. Accordingly, the combination 
of Brown and Beale do not suggest the invention claimed in claims 
4, 5, 10 and 13 . 

Regarding claim 6, there is no support for the position that 
Brown and Beale have varying stiffness between the ends. The only 
conceivable explanation for the examiner's position (since the 
conclusion is has no scientific or technical support) is that 
there is confusion as to the effect of bending moments along the 
length of a fixed beam. The bending moment along the bars of 
Brown would be greatest at their mid-point when loaded at the 
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mid-point along the beam. Accordingly, the deflection of the 
beams would be greatest at this location, but this is not due to 
a reduction in stiffness, but an increase in bending moment. 

It is not anticipated that the wires of Beale will act as 
beams. Beale indicates that he relies on tension to provide the 
resiliency needed to drive the ball. There is no indication of a 
reduced stiffness at the mid-point of the wires. However, like 
Brown, the deflection of the wires would be greatest at the mid- 
point of the wires if a force is imposed on the wires at this 
location. This is the result of simple strain of the wires. 

Regarding claims 7 and 12, the bars of Brown are not the 
same as the claimed spring members, and thus any connection shown 
by Brown cannot anticipate the claimed inventions. 

Regarding claims 8 and 9, there is no admission on the 
record to the effect that having more than one bridge connector 
is merely a design choice. The examiner is merely taking the 
teachings of the disclosure and alleging that this is and 
admission of mere design choice. The specification clearly simply 
illustrates the many uses variations that can be achieved with 
the knowledge disclosed by the inventor. 

Regarding claim 11, again there is no support for the 
examiner's position in the Brown reference. The assertions of the 
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examiner seem to be based on the conclusion that deflection, or 
strain, is the same as stiffness. 
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CONCLUSION 


In view of the above, it is submitted that the applicant has 
placed this application in condition for allowance. Further 
examination, abeyance of any remaining informalities, and 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the remaining rejections and 
objections raised in the Examiner's Office Action is requested. 
Moreover, it is submitted that the claims are now in condition 
for allowance, and that allowance of the present application is 
in order and is also requested. 

Should the Examiner deem that any further amendment is 
desirable to place this application in condition for allowance, 
the examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at the 
number listed below. 

Respectfully submitted this 12th day of April 2005, 


Ramon L. Pizarro, Refcg 1 . No. 3 7207 
Attorney for Applicant 
3515 South Tamarac Drive, Suite 200 
Denver, Colorado 80237 
Telephone: (303) 779-9551 
Facsimile: (303) 689-9627 

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 


I hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited with 
the U.S. Postal Service as first class mail in an envelope 
addressed to: 



Mail Stop Amendment 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



on this 12th day of April, 2005. 


Ramon L. Pizarro 
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